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Favorable consideration of this applicaii'on is respectfully rcqucstod. Applicant AUG 2 5 2006 
has amended claims 1, 4, 7. 16, 26, 35 and 45 and canceled claims 1 1 and 50. Favorable 
reconsideration of this application is, conscquenlly, earnestly solicited in view of the 
following remarks. Applicant thanks Examiner for indicating that claims 1 1 . 25, 3 1 , 44 
and 50 were objected to as being dq)endcnt upon rejected base claims. 

In regard to the Information Disclosure SUtement, Applicant will provide a 
substitute IDS and listing of the references. 

Applicant notes that the Office Action no longer references a restriction 
requirement and instead provides a substantive examination of all of the claims. As such. 
Applicant's amendment response and arguments arc being liled with the underatanding 
that the previous restriction has been removed. 

Claims 7. 10. 16-17, 24, 26. 30, 35-36, 43, 45 and 49 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bigo, U.S. Patent No. 5,911.015. Examiner alleges 
tliat Uigo leaches a parametric amplifier (figure 5 NOLM). 

Applicant respcclfijUy disagrees. Bigo does not describe "parametric 
oaipli fication". A NOLM is not a parametric amplifier. A NOLM reUcs on cross-phase 
modulation (XPM) in the fiber, a Honliiicar optical cirect to produce intensily-to-phasc 
motluhtion and phase to amplitude conversion in an intcrferoractric structure such as an 
Optical JLpop Mirror, The subject application points out the issue of interferometiic 
stability in the background section on pages 2 and 3. 

Unlike Bigo, the subject application teaches parametric amplification which is a 
nonlinear optical process that requires phase matching while XPM docs not. Parameti ic 
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atnplificalion involves not only a pump and a $ignal but also an idler while XPM only 
involves a pump and a signal. 

In regard to claim 7, claim 7 has been amended to include the limitations of 
dependent claim 1 1 . Examiner staled that claim 1 1 would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent fonn including all of the limitations of the base claims (claim 7) and any 
intervening claims. Because claim 1 1 depended directly from independent claim 7. and 
claim 7 ha.<5 been amended to include the Umitation of claun 7. Applicant believes that 
independent claim 7. and dependent claims 8-10 and 12-15 are allowable under section 
102(b) and requests removal of the rejection. 

In regard to claims 16, 1 7 and 24. independent claim 16 has been amended to 
clarify that the parametric amplifier is an optical fiber parametric amplifier and that the 
polarisation of the pulsed light source is linear. Claim 16 claims a parametric amplifier 
in combination with a saturation amplifier, which is different from a NOLM in 
combination wiUi a saturation amplifier as taught in Bigo. For the reasons provided in 
regard to claim 7, Applicant believes that amended claim 16 is allowable and that claim 
17. which depends (torn amended claim 16 overcome the section 102(b) rejection. Thus, 
Applicant requests removal of the rejection. 

In regard to claim 26, claim 26 has been amended to clarify the configuration of 
Uic 2R regeneration apparatus as described on pages 9, line 23 to page 10, line 6. Claim 
26 claims an apparatus using a parametric amplifier. Bigo does not teach the use of a 
p,iramelric amplifier, therefore, for the rca.sons provide in tegard to independent claims 1 
and 7. Applicant believes that amended claim 26 is allowable under section 102(b). 
Thus, removal of tlie rejection of claims 26-34 be removed. 
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In regard to claim 35. claim 35 has been aancnded to clarify that the polarization 
of the pulsed light source is linear. Bigo teaches use of a NOLM which relies on cross- 
phase modulation (XPM) in the fiber, a NonHncar optical effect to produce intcnsity-to- 
phase modulation and phase to amplitude conversion in an intcrferometric structure sxich 
as on Optical J^p Mimor. For this reason, and the reasons provided in regard to claim 7. 
Applicant believes that amended claim 35 is allowable and that claims 36 and 43 which 
depend from claim 35 are allowable and respectfully requests removal of the rejection. 

In regard to claim 45, Applicant has amended claim 45 to include the limitations 
of claim 50 and claim 50 has been canceled. Examiner stated that claim 50 would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent fonn including all of the limitations of base claim 
45, therefore. Applicant believes that amended claim 45 is allowable. Claims 46^9 
depend fi-om base amended claim 45. thus removal of the scclion 102(b) rejection of 
claims 45 and 49 is requested. 

Claims 1-6. 8-9. 12. 18-20, 27-29. 37-39 and 46-48 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Bigo again alleging that Bigo leaches a parametric 
amplifier. 

Applicant rcsijectfully disagrees with Examiner allegation. As previously 
discussed, Bigo does not describe "parametric amplification". The present application 
leaches and claims a parametric amplifier in combination witli a saturation amplifier, 
which is dirferent from a NOLM in combination with a saturation amplifier. Claim 1 has 
been amended to clarify that the exponentially amplifying stq, is accomplished with a 
piece of fiber with parametric amplification. For the reasons provided. Applicant 
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believes that claims 1-6 are allowable under section 103(a) over Bigo and requests 
removal of the rejection. 

In rcgai-d to claims 8, 9 and 12, claims 8, 9 and 12 depend from base claim 7 
which has been amended to include the limitations of dependent claim 1 1. Because base 
claim 7 is allowable for the reasons provided, and claims 8, 9 and 12 depend from 
allowable base claim 7. Applicant believes that claim 7-9 and 1 2 are allowable and 
requests removal of the section 103(a) rejection. 

In regard to claims 18-20. base claim 16 has been amended to overcome the 
section 102(b) rejection. Because claims 18-20 depend from amended base claim 16. 
applicant believes that claims 1 8-20 a,-e allowable and requests removal of the rejection. 

In regard to claims 27-29 which depend from base claim 26. claim 26 has been 
amended to overcome the section 102 rejection over Bigo. For the reasons provided in 
regard to base claim 26, Applicant believes claims 27-29 ar« allowable and requests 
removal of the section 103(a) rejection. 

In regard to claims 37-39. Applicant has amended base claim 35 to overcome the 
section 102(b) rejection under over Bigo. For the reasons provided in regard to base 
claim 35. Applicant believes that dependent claims 37-39 are allowable and requests 
removal of the section 103(a) rejection. 

In regard to claims 46-48. Applicant has amended base claim 45 to add all of tiie 
lijnitations of claim 50 to ovettromo Uic section 102(b) rejection over Bigo. Because 
claims 46-48 now depend from allowable base claim 45. Applicant believes lhat claims 
46-48 arc allowable and requests removal of the section 103(a) rejection. 



14 

PAGE1S/16*RCVDATSI2SQ0I)6 3:02:54 PM [Eastern DayightTiinel'SVR:^^^^^ 



AljG-25-2006 FRI 03:26 PH BRIAN S STEINBERGER PA FAX NO. 321 633 9322 P. 

ApplNo.: 10/661,184 ^, „ . 

Ally. Dkt. No. UCF-370 

Claims 13-15. 21-23. 32-34 and 40-42 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bigo in view of Walanabe. Bfgo does not teach "parametrie 
an^plifieation". A NO! is not a parametric amplifier. A NOLM relies on c«>ss.phase 
•nodulalion (XPM) in the fiber. aNonlinear optical effect to produce intensity.,o-phaso 
modulation and phase amplitude conversion in an interferometric structure such as an 
Qnical Loop Minor. The present application teaches a paramelric amplifier in 
combination with a saturation amplifier, which is different from a NOLM in eombination 
with a saturation amplifier. Watanabe (6853774) does teach using an SOA as a 
saturation amplifier. However, independent claims 7, 16. 26 and 35 claim the 
combination of a parametric amplifier in combination with a saturating SOA. Since 
claims 13-15, 21-23. 32-34 and 40-12 depend from base claims 7. 16. 26 and 35. for this 
reason, and the reasons provided in regard to amended base claims 7, 16, 26 and 35. 
Applicant believes thai claims 13-15. 21 -23, 32-34 and 40^2 are allowable under section 
103(a) over Bigo in view of Watanabe. 

In view oflhe foregoing considerations, it isrespeclfiilly urged that claims 1-10 
and 12-49 bo aUowed. Such action is respectfully requested. If the Examiner believes 
that an interview would be helpfUl. the Examiner is requested to contact the attorney at 
the below listed number. 

Respectfully Submitted; 



Brian S. Sleinberger 
Registration No. 36,423 
101 Brevard Avenue 



Dito <c/^:>^ CoQO% Florida 32922 

Dnte .^^^^^^6 Telephone: (321) 633-5080 
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